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Abstract
Previous research has illustrated that presidents will make many promises along the
campaign trail and those promises are what build their agenda and hopefully get them elected.
Once elected their agenda continues to be built through speeches. Researchers have compiled the
campaign promises of previous administrations and tracked the completion of those promises.
They have both tracked the completion of promises and good faith attempts at completing
promises. In this paper, I analyze good faith attempts at keeping the promise on their agenda
through presidential rhetoric in State of the Union Addresses. Presidents speak to Congress and
the public on many occasions, most notably in their annual required State of the Union Address.
The State of the Union Address signals to Congress what the president’s goals and expectations
are for the year to come, as well as bragging about their accomplishments and making promises
to the public. Studies have shown that when presidents speak on issues of salience and
complexity, they have more legislative success in those policy areas. My research will reveal if
former Presidents Obama and Trump had maintained continuity from their first joint session of
Congress to the last State of the Union Address in their first term. I measured if they had
completed the promise by bragging about their accomplishment in a subsequent State of the
Union Address, signaling the importance and completion of the policy to the public and
Congress. This research has found that presidents' rhetoric is vastly different between each of
them. President Obama spoke more specifically and was more policy-oriented whereas Trump
spoke more in stories and made more ambiguous claims. Despite using the rhetoric differently
they stayed with a nearly identical outline of their addresses.
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The State of the Union Address (SUA) creates a perfect situation of comparison between
presidents, specifically now in the modern presidency. The constitution states that the president
shall from time to time inform Congress on the State of the Union and with the rise of the
rhetorical presidency in the 20th century this has been almost always given in the same location,
presented to the public, media, and Congress, and at nearly the same time each year (US
Constitution, art. 2, sec. 3). This “allows us to view one aspect of the presidency in a constant
fashion enabling comparisons'' (Hoffman and Howard 2006, 6-7).
The SUA allows presidents to communicate and highlight the major policy for the
coming year (Hoffman and Howard 2006, 102). They will make many promises in many policy
areas in the address, but Fishel (1985) explains that a clear intentioned promise will have a
specific direction, specific timing, and specific magnitude.
Presidents will have both clear intentioned and ambiguous promises in their SUA.
Although they contain both, Fishel (1985) explains that presidents should avoid being too precise
or explicit in their agenda because the public will take it at face value and meaningless promises
still have consequences. Therefore, a president’s agenda is not always explicitly written down,
but they are known through promises within the rhetoric. It remains important for the public to
know what is important to the president but never what is not important (Light 1999, 157-159).
When selecting issues for their domestic agenda Light (1999) illustrates that a president
will look at benefits, costs, and legislative success, they will balance political, economic, and
technical costs, and will choose the issues that will get them reelected, be good policy, and be a
historic achievement. A president must weigh all these options when choosing their agenda. If a
president wants to complete their promises, they must most importantly consider how much
success it would have legislatively. After all, a president will be judged on a few big
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accomplishments, not on many small accomplishments (Krukones 1985). They must be strategic
in the issues they chose to pursue. Issues with the best chance at a good outcome will be
priorities and make the must list. Only powerful ideas will survive (Light 1999, 82).
Although presidents must look at how much success an issue will have legislatively,
other factors could play a role in their agenda building. Presidents act upon their discretion and
when a policy is important to them but has little potential for legislative success they may still be
inclined to make it a priority. Immigration is a divisive issue that could lead to many
Congressional deadends, yet presidents frequently make this an agenda item. Salient issues with
no prospect of success can be symbolically recognized without ever having a chance to be fully
achieved. Speaking on the issues that are important to Congress and the public can present a
good faith effort to rally support. This can come at a risk because unfulfilled promises can have
consequences.
Agenda issues can rise to the top of the list if they have great potential or in the event of a
crisis. They can then be eliminated from the list if there is legislative resistance or increased
costs. Issues will move up the list as their potential for success increases. Items will then remain
at the top until the program passes or it is deliberately abandoned (Light 1999, 161-162). Agenda
items will come and go, and across all literature, it is expressed that the president must be able to
adapt to shifts in events or public opinion. All issues will move at a different pace (Light 1999,
84).
Presidents must be especially careful not to take on too many issues. President Jimmy
Carter had found this out the hard way and acknowledged that he bit off more than he could
chew. While he completed many of his promises, he was unable to accomplish what the public
had deemed to be the most important. His many small accomplishments were not enough
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without a few major achievements (Light 1999, 81; Krukones 1985). The more promises a
president makes equals more chances for them to fail because the public will expect action and
delivery from the president (Hoffman and Howard 2006, 10; Krukones 1985).
All literature explains that rhetoric is an important presidential resource. However,
Hoffman and Howard (2006) and Tulis (1987) warn of the extra power this has given the
president. This power of the Chief Legislator was something the founders would never have
imagined and warned against for fears of demagoguery (Tulis 1987, 27). Hoffman and Howard
(2006) reiterate the founders' and Tulis’ warning that the rise of the rhetorical presidency brings
a greater chance for demagoguery. The rhetorical presidency has given the public a misconstrued
view of presidential power. Despite this great power that the president possesses, they are not a
unilateral power as the public may be inclined to believe. Checks and balances still exist in the
rhetorical presidency. The rhetorical presidency is a tool for the president, not a weapon
(Hoffman and Howard 2006, 10).
Despite the possible implications of the rhetorical presidency, in the modern presidency,
presidential rhetoric is an important tool for leadership and is effective in setting the agenda,
influence on media coverage, swaying public opinion, and changing the conversation (EshbaughSoha, Matthew 2010). The idea is also known as ‘going public’ (Kernell 2007, 3). By going
public the president is going above Congress’s head to appeal to the public and force Congress to
act. Speeches signal the policy position and commitment level of the president, two things that
Congress looks to the president for. But these cues are only useful to Congress when it also
appeals to their goals (Eshbaugh-Soha 2010). It takes two to tango (make policy) and it is the
president’s job to persuade and convince Congress that their policy is worth passing (Hoffman
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and Howard 2006, 8; Eshbaugh-Soha 2010). Both the public and Congress expect the president
to lead on policy issues (Hoffman and Howard 2006, 9).
Fishel (1985) explains two theories of how the president will appeal to the public. The
first is public opinion theory, the president will appeal to center voters by taking positions at the
center of issues. In the second, party cleavage theory, the president will appeal to the far ends of
the spectrum of voters and take more extreme policy positions while trying to remain ambiguous.
Although, it remains disputed in literature if the president can sway public opinion with their
rhetoric. According to Eshbaugh-Soha (2010) and Hoffman and Howard (2006), they don’t have
that much effect on public opinion, but they can have an impact on Congressional success. Just
because they can have an impact on Congress does not indicate that Congress will always listen.
The president makes many policy stances that Congress ignores. The rhetorical presidency is not
an absolute power, rhetoric places policy on the agenda but Congress will act when they want to.
Regardless of its impact, presidents are expected to take policy positions.
The president must communicate with the public and Congress, which is done primarily
through speeches (Hoffman and Howard 2006, 2; Eshbaugh-Soha 2010). People are not as likely
to listen after the first time an issue is spoken about meaning presidents will commit most of
their time to top priorities. They have little resources to spare on less important issues
(Eshbaugh-Soha 2010) especially since it is difficult to get the public’s attention (Kernell 2007,
217). Major public speeches will have the most potential for influence, but they are also the most
taxing (Kernell 2007, 115). The number of remarks from the president on a certain topic will
increase the chance of success it has legislatively but this is only effective in policy that is both
complex and salient. The more attention the president gets the less other sources of information
are getting and that is good for the president (Eshbaugh-Soha 2010).

6
Speaking on those salient and complex issues will give the president the most success in
Congress. Although, they will still only accomplish in part or in full about 2/5ths of their
legislative requests in the year after the SUA (Hoffman and Howard 2006, 9). Since the public
has little real knowledge of salient and complex issues Congress will seek more cues from the
president in those areas. The president must not wait for assured victories to speak, they must
speak timely to frame issues (Eshbaugh-Soha 2010). Time can be a valuable resource in the
presidency.
Presidents will rely on media coverage to reach the public and Congress. If an issue or
policy stance is not being talked about then it is essentially a displaced issue (Eshbaugh-Soha
2010; Fishel 1985, 28). The public is receiving a filtered sample of information from the media
meaning how the media reports issues matter. This constant flow of information is good for
public accountability of the government and relaying the president’s issue stances despite the
filtration of information (Muller 2020).
The public has relatively little knowledge of policy, especially in complex policy areas,
here they will look for cues from the president which they will in turn use to push their
representatives in policy areas. When constituencies are unclear on a stance legislators will look
to the president (Eshbaugh-Soha 2010). Party divides can also play a role in legislator’ actions.
On divisive issues, the opposite party may be less inclined to listen to the president for guidance
but the opposite party may still listen to the president to place themselves opposite the president
on the issue. The rhetorical presidency can lead Congress and constituents towards or away from
a policy stance.
Presidents are not required to assert their control therefore they will choose when to act
and a president’s personal goals will also affect their behavior (Light 1999, 36). Presidents
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mainly have two goals: reelection and power. Light (1999) says that reelection is the main
priority of the president and Hoffman and Howard (2006) agree that reelection along with a
positive legacy are priorities to the president.
3/4ths of the president’s promises in office are not completed but the public rarely will
know this (Krukones 1985). Because of public ignorance, the president needs to make good on
the salient issues (Krukones 1985). President Carter had found this to be true when it came to his
reelection. No matter what a president or Congress completes in office or does not complete, the
president will be blamed and they will be judged by a few significant achievements not by a
series of lesser achievements (Krukones 1985).

Research Questions
Will Former President Obama or Trump make more calls to action per speech and
overall?
Which year do they each make the most call-to-action promises? Any similarity?
Which year do they each make the most general action statements? Any similarity?
How many calls to action were later bragged about?
Who did the most bragging overall and per speech?

Hypotheses
President Obama will make more calls to action per speech and overall because Obama is
more policy-oriented and specific in his rhetoric. Obama speaks more about specific policies and
spends little time storytelling. His claims will fall more often under the call to action category of
presidential rhetoric.

8
Both presidents will make the most calls to action in their first and last years of their first
term because the first year is the time to set their agenda and make it well known to Congress
what is important to them. This is equally true for their final year in office. In the final year, they
will be up for reelection and it could be their final year to pass their agenda. In an election year,
it is important for them to make their agenda explicitly known and if they were unsuccessful in
reelection they must be able to pass as much of their existing agenda as possible. If they can pass
much of their agenda leading up to the election it could aid them in reelection.
Both presidents will make the most general action statements in their first year because
while they also want to make their agenda explicitly known the first speech is shorter than the
three SUAs to follow. The president is the farthest from the election as they ever will be in this
speech and they will still be in their honeymoon phase. The president has more leeway in that
they do not have to be focused on any election, presidential or Congressional. Now is the time to
make as many statements as possible and posture themselves for the year to come.
Less than half of both of their calls to action will be later bragged about because
presidents make numerous promises but as the literature reveals many will never have success.
President Obama, I hypothesize, will make the most promises which could set him up for the
most failure, therefore the least amount of bragging.
President Trump will do the most bragging overall and per speech because whether or not
he completes a promise he likes to tell stories and speak highly of his accomplishments.
Throughout his presidency this has been a clear trend which I hypothesize will be evident in his
SUAs. Bragging is inclusive of all bragging and not just concerning his calls to action. I
hypothesize that he will make fewer promises overall but will highlight all of his
accomplishments leading to more bragging.
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Method and Data
My method for this research was a content analysis of presidential rhetoric to track policy
position taking and the power of rhetoric in the presidency. Content analysis and tracking
rhetoric allowed me to analyze promises based on a specific set of rhetoric that I formulated
based on my literature review. Presidents will make many speeches both on the campaign trail
and while in office, most of these speeches are not consistent for every president. For the best
comparison, I needed a speech that was given by both presidents that I wanted to analyze and
further research had led me to the State of the Union Address.
The American Presidency Project through UC Santa Barbara contains thousands of
transcripts from thousands of speeches given by the presidents. When researching what speech I
was going to analyze, the American Presidency Project became crucial. Before settling on
analyzing the State of the Union Address, I had read and collected many different speeches from
Obama, Trump, and Biden. I compared what speeches they had made that were in common such
as the inaugural address and party nomination acceptance. But these addresses were not as
heavily studied in the literature, not as consistent in tone and direction, and not used to build the
agenda in the same way the State of the Union Address does. I settled on using the State of the
Union Address, including the first joint session of Congress, and used the transcripts provided
through the American Presidency Project.
Collecting my qualitative data for analysis was slow and repetitive. I began by reading
through the joint session of Congress and the following three State of the Union Addresses for
both Obama and Trump in their first term. I first only read them to understand how they each use
their rhetoric and after gaining an understanding of the two presidents I used my literature review
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to establish how I will differentiate between different types of promises and policy stances. I was
specifically looking for three types of rhetoric: calls to action, defined as any time a president
uses a specific direction in their rhetoric such as, “I call on Congress,” “I ask Congress,”
“Pledge,” or “Promise;” bragging, defined as past tense rhetoric speaking on their
accomplishments; and general action statements, defined as ambiguous claims about policy such
as, “I will,” “I want,” or “We need.”
To find the specific rhetoric I was analyzing I read through each speech and color-coded
it finding every instance of calls to action, bragging, and general action statements. Based on
these results I tallied the policies that were consistently spoken on to find the policies of most
importance to the president. This process defined my keyword searches (Table 3).
I used keyword searches to find all the times they spoke on a specific policy. This was
tedious and required much discretion. I went through each speech and found all the rhetoric that
was used surrounding the main policy areas. Each president had used their rhetoric differently
and required different classifications of the rhetoric. For example, Obama talked about drugs
only regarding prescription drugs but Trump talked about drugs mostly regarding immigration.
Using a keyword search was difficult because there were about 45 pages of speeches per
president and the keyword search provided a guide but required me to manually go through each
search result to ensure that it was referencing the policy I was looking for.

Limitations
I was limited in my research in that qualitative analysis is subjective. There are multiple
words to use to describe the same or even different issues. My findings had to be based on my
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discretion in the rhetoric. I had to go through each speech and use discretion as to what they are
talking about in every instance.

Findings
Obama made an overall 40 calls to action in his first term with 3, 12, 11, and 14 calls to
action respective to year (Figure 1). In his final year in office, he made the most calls to action,
14. Trump made an overall 34 calls to action in his first term with 4, 8, 11, and 11 respective to
year (Figure 1). Trump made the most calls to action in his third and fourth year in office, 11.
Obama had made more calls to action than Trump had overall in the first term but only by 6
(Figure 1).
Both Obama and Trump made the most calls to action in their final year in office and Trump
tied with his third year. The final year in office is an election year where they were both up for
reelection. Research illustrates that the president is always worried about reelection. They will
want to be elected for that second term and the time to posture yourself and make your agenda
known is now, in the final year, as the election approaches. This could be their final year to pass
their agenda and an important year to let their agenda be known for the upcoming election. Both
of which could explain why both presidents made the most calls to action in their final year(s) of
office. There is also a trend of making few calls to action in the first joint session of Congress
and then making slightly more calls to action in the following years. This could be explained by
the fact that the first speech is much more focused on generating support and hope for the next
four years.
Obama made a total of 269 general action statements with 68, 64, 71, and 66 respective to
year. He made the most statements in his third year, 71 (Figure 2). Trump made a total of 331
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general action statements with 96, 88, 65, and 82 respective to year. He made the most general
action statements in his first year (Figure 2). Trump made more general action statements overall
and every year but the third year than Obama had (Figure 2). There is no similarity in their
general action statements. Obama made 62 fewer statements than Trump and the year Trump
made the least statements was the year Obama made the most, the third year. These results are
consistent with the literature that presidents will speak more ambiguous than they will specific.
Trump overall had significantly more instances of bragging than Obama had, outnumbering
him every year. Trump bragged a total of 104 times compared to Obama’s 38 (Figure 3). Not all
these instances were in response to their calls to action from a previous year and does not
indicate a full completion of the call to action. An instance of bragging pertains to any time they
brag about their accomplishments in the past tense of any policy area, detailed later in this paper.
Presidents may brag about an accomplishment even when it was not completely fulfilled, or they
may exaggerate their accomplishments. This analysis is an evaluation of rhetoric, not success.
Trump made a total of 34 calls to action in 25 different policy areas in his first term (Table
1). Trump had repeated calls to action in a policy area 6 times and repeatedly bragged about a
policy area 5 times. He later bragged about his calls to action a total of 17 times out of 34 total
calls to action. Trump bragged in the immediate year after a call to action 10 times. Excluding
repeated bragging, Trump bragged 12 times about his calls to action.
Obama made a total of 40 calls to action in 28 different policy areas in his first term (Table
2). Obama had repeated calls to action in a policy area 7 times and repeatedly bragged about a
policy area 2 times. He later bragged about his calls to action a total of 9 times out of a total of
40 calls to action. He bragged in the immediate year after a call to action 6 times. Excluding
repeated bragging, Obama bragged 7 times about his calls to action.
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In addition to my research questions, I noticed a pattern within the SUA. Both Obama and
Trump began the address by bragging and illustrating how great the United States is doing,
typically focusing on jobs. They then spoke on domestic issues, followed by foreign affairs. In
closing the address, they would speak to the future of the United States and rally hope while
always closing with some variation of god bless America.
Trump had spoken the most in the policy areas of healthcare, jobs, immigration, military, and
foreign affairs (Figure 4). Obama had spoken the most in the policy areas of finances, education,
jobs, climate, foreign affairs, and parties (Figure 5).
President Obama and Trump differed the most in their instances of bragging and
instances of general action statements. Obama had made more calls to action and bragged less,
but Trump chose to be more ambiguous and brag often. This study revealed that Trump likes to
speak about himself and tell stories while Obama stays policy-oriented and specific. It is also
significant that while President Obama spoke the most on issues of jobs and education, Trump
overwhelmingly spoke the most on immigration.

Future Directions
In the future, this research could be enhanced by using a qualitative data analysis
programming system. Qualitative data analysis programs can eliminate the limitations of
subjectivity and can be a much quicker process.
Tracking all their position statements and actual policy success through Congress or
unilateral powers could also supplement this research. This research evaluated how they spoke
about these issues but does not address actual success in the issues. Tracking the unilateral and
legislative success of issues spoken about in the SUA can complement my rhetorical analysis by
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giving a clear view of if they truly completed their promises. Obama bragged very little
compared to Trump but through this analysis, it is unfair to label Obama as completely
unsuccessful in his fulfillment of promises. Presidents may brag about an issue as if they
completed their promise whether it is true or not. A thorough analysis of completion would
eliminate the possibility of lying or exaggerating their success in their rhetoric.

Conclusion
The rhetorical presidency has given the president a special power and given the public a
distorted view of presidential power. Rhetoric is not intended to be a weapon to wield power in
government, it is intended to be a tool. Within the rhetorical presidency, there are still checks and
balances and a president speaking on an issue does not indicate action from the other powers of
government. Obama spoke the most specific in his policy but in bragging, he fell short. Does that
mean there was no action and he was unsuccessful? Compared to Trump it would appear that
Obama had not been successful because he had not spoken of his accomplishments as often.
However, this does not indicate that there was no action. Action from Congress is a battle the
president is constantly fighting and all the rhetoric in the world may still not be enough to get
their agenda passed. In studying the rhetorical presidency, we can begin to see the limitations of
the president. Despite giving the State of the Union Address every year for four years the results
of this study reveal just how little their rhetoric can push Congress into action and further their
agenda.
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Figure 1
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Figure 2

Obama and Trump General Action Statements
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Table 1
2009

2010

Restart Lending
Reform Regulatory System
Tuition Costs
Jobs
Financial Reform
Energy and Climate
Community College
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2011

2012

Healthcare Reform
Cutting the Deficit
Pay-As-You-Go Law
Foreign Interference in Elections
Earmark Reform
Nominations
Iran
Gay Service Members
Tax Money in Oil
Clean Energy
Tuition Tax Credit
Corporate Tax
Trade
Healthcare Reform
Cutting the Deficit
Reorganize Federal Government
Information to the Public
Earmark Reform
Tax Reform
Jobs
Tuition
Immigration
Business Owners
Research and Innovation
Clean Energy
Climate Change
Less Energy
Mortgage
Fraud
Payroll Tax Cut
Money in Politics
Nominations

*Italics indicate repeated policy
Table 2
2017

2018

Nominations
Infrastructure
Healthcare Reform
Education Choice
Drain the Swamp
Prescription Drug Cost
Infrastructure
Immigration Reform
Defense Spending
Fight Against Terrorism
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Foreign Assistance Money
Iran Nuclear Deal
Nominations
Immigration Reform
Law Enforcement
Border Control
Trade
Infrastructure
Price Transparency
AIDS and HIV
Childhood Cancer
Abortion
Education Choice
Vocational and Technical Education
Medicare and Social Security
Prescription Drug Cost
Abortion
Childcare
2nd Amendment
Sanctuary Cities
Man on Mars
Family Leave

2019

2020

*Italics indicate repeated policy areas
Figure 3
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Obama Rhetoric
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Womb
Unborn
Fetus
Obamacare
Price Transparency
AIDS & HIV
Cancer
Abortion
Education:
Education
Tuition
Community College
School
Higher Education
College
Educate
University
Diploma

Jobs:
Jobs
Industry
Working Class
1%
Middle Class
Poor
Rich
Wages
Family Leave
Income
Childcare
Low Income
Employment
Unemployment

Jobs:
Jobs
Business Owners
Industry
Working Class
1%
Middle Class
Poor
Rich
Wages
Income
Low Income
Wealth
Employment
Unemployment

Immigration:
Immigration
Wall
Gang
Immigrant
Illegal
Alien
Border
Lawless
Lawful
Unlawful
Security
ICE
Drugs
Protect
Sanctuary City
Police
Safety
Law Enforcement

Foreign Affairs:

Military:
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Foreign
Trade
Terrorism
Terrorist
War
Nuclear
NATO
Neighbor
Enemy
Ally
Abroad
Diplomacy

Military
Veterans
Nuclear
War
Conflict
VA
Defense Spending
Space

Party:
Party
Divided
Aisle
Bipartisan
Republican
Democrat

Foreign Affairs:
Foreign
Neighbor
Trade
Enemy
Ally
Abroad
Fair Trade
Diplomacy
NATO
NAFTA
USMCA

21
Work Cited
Eshbaugh-Soha, Matthew. 2010. “How Policy Conditions the Impact of Presidential Speeches on
Legislative Success.” Wiley 91, no. 2 (June): 415-435.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/42956409.

Fishel, Jeff. 1985. Presidents and Promises: From Campaign Pledge to Presidential
Performance. Washington D.C.: CQ Press.

Hoffman, Donna R., and Alison D. Howard. 2006. Addressing the State of the Union: The
Evolution and Impact of the President’s Big Speech. Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers,
Inc.

Kernell, Samuel. 2007. Going Public: New Strategies of Presidential Leadership. Washington
D.C.: CQ Press.
Krukones, Michael G. 1985. “The Campaign Promises of Jimmy Carter: Accomplishments and
Failures.” Presidential Studies Quarterly 15, no. 1 (Winter): 136-144.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/27550171.
Light, Paul C. 1999. The President’s Agenda: Domestic Policy Choice from Kennedy to Clinton.
3rd ed. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press.

Mezey, Michael L. 1989. Congress, the President, and Public Policy. Boulder: Westview Press.
Muller, Stefan. 2020. “Media Coverage of Campaign Promises Throughout the Electoral Cycle.”
Political Communication 37, no. 5 (May): 696-718.
www.doi.org/10.1080/10584609.2020.1744779.

Obama, Barack. 2009. "Address Before a Joint Session of the Congress." The American
Presidency Project. https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/node/286218.

Obama, Barack. 2010. "Address Before a Joint Session of the Congress on the State of
the Union." The American Presidency Project.
https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/node/287936.

22
Obama, Barack. 2011. "Address Before a Joint Session of the Congress on the State of
the Union." The American Presidency Project.
https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/node/289120.

Obama, Barack. 2012. "Address Before a Joint Session of the Congress on the State of
the Union." The American Presidency Project.
https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/node/299426.

Tulis, Jeffrey K. 1987. The Rhetorical Presidency. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Trump, Donald. 2017. "Address Before a Joint Session of the Congress." The American
Presidency Project. https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/node/323680.

Trump, Donald. 2018. "Address Before a Joint Session of the Congress on the State of
the Union." The American Presidency Project.
https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/node/331779.

Trump, Donald. 2019. "Address Before a Joint Session of the Congress on the State of
the Union." The American Presidency Project.
https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/node/332430.

Trump, Donald. 2020. "Address Before a Joint Session of the Congress on the State of
the Union." The American Presidency Project.
https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/node/335440.

